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TUESDAY, DECEMBER 7, 1982 


Albert Gore Jr. 


Cold, Hard Facts on the Freeze 


During the next two years, Congress, and the 
House in particular, is likely to be the scene of a 
major crisis in our nation’s defense policy. Enormous 
federal deficits wilJ demand major reductions in gov¬ 
ernment spending. Those cuts are not all going to 
come out of social programs, and therefore many will 
come out of the military budget And in the military 
budget, nothing is more visible and vulnerable tMn 
the nuclear weapons program: big-ticket items whose 
value to the national security has been sharply chal¬ 
lenged by the nuclear freeze movement 
v Among the nuclear weapons programs, the one 
♦ w ith the least chance for surviva l is clearly the MX 
missile. But there are already Indications that other 
programs, including the Perehuot JJ missile for 
NATO and, very likely, the Bl, again, will be chal¬ 
lenged. Other programs, including cruise misgiles 
and the Trident D5 submarine launched missile, 
have their critics too, but are not as likely -for the 
time being, at least to be at the center of contro¬ 
versy’ (although even this judgment may have to 
modified, in the case of ground-launched cruise mis¬ 
siles for Europe). 

We can expect President Reagan to show very little 
flexibility in this area He will insist that the country 
requires all these weapons systems, and he wfl] charge 
that if ^<>ngress refuses to fund the m, h must take re- 
sj>>nsibQit >’ TQr ^takehir^ JLhe^ national security, 
diminishing Soviet interest in arm s control, and ulti- 
mately, incre^Inglh c Kar^rd of war. 

Proponents of the freeze reject this logic, and are 
likely to have enough votes in the next Congress to 
ensure that Reagan’s arguments f or major nuclear 
. w eaj<ms programs across the boar d are rejected. 

Th£~having been done, however, members of 
Congress will then have to face the hard farts that 
(lKRea£M will not adi >pt the freeze program as his 
own , because t odcT so wouI3~req?ure Turn to abjure 
everything he believe s about deal ing with Ihe Sovi- 


each one and debating its merits in relation to an 
agreed national strategic plan. 

The president’s philosophy will not serve for 
this purpose, but neither will that of the freez e 
movement . On the dav after the House pass es a 


resolution affirming its desire for a mutual, bilat¬ 
eral freeze with the Soviet Union, it must neve r- 
theless continue to decide the fate of U.S. nuclear 
weapons in the absence of such an agreement, or 
Vven of the hope for one while Reagan is in office . 


( Congressional advocates of a freeze will face an 
especially painful dilemma. A pattern of vote6 
against nuclear weapons programs adds up to unre ¬ 

quited concessions to the S oviet Union. But a pat¬ 
tern of votes in fa vor of such weapons adds up to ap¬ 
proval of a proce ss that will rapidly erode the fre eze 
as a viable policy for afut ure administ ration. 
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The freeze resolution ... 
states an ideal we are not 
going to see realized, or 
even pursued, by the present 
administration. 


US. ballistic missile warheads, such that either sys¬ 
tem, and certainly’ the two together, will constitute 
threat to all Soviet 1CBM silos. 

The increasing vulnerability of U.S. land-base, 
forces, and the coming vulnerability of Soviet 
land-based forces, are trends that are fraught 
w ith danger. Mutual fe£tr of a first strike is highly 
destabilizing and markedly increases the risk of 
nuclear war, while putting at risk any prospect foi 
meaningful arms control. 

Congress Bhould recopiize t hisjeat-pf a fist strike 
as the central issue in judging whether existing de 
ployments are adequate, for deciding what new de 
ployments make sense, and for assessing whethei 
arms control is on the right track. In the highly 
charged t ension bet ween the US. and the USSR, 
even a ( hypothetica l) advantage gained by striking 
first is dangerous a nd de stabilizin g, because it genei 
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What we lack today, and what the next Congress 
will urgently need, is a standard that will help us 
reach better-informed judgments as to what kind of 


tion O ur resolu tion states that, as part of the strate¬ 
gic arms reduction negotiations (START), the 
United States and the USSR: 

(1) Should place the highest priority on effort* 
to reduce and eliminate'the fear by either nation 
of a nuclear first strike against it by the other. 

(2) Should seek a verifiable agreement that 
produces stability in the strategic relationship be 
tween the two nations by ensuring that a nuclear 
first strike would not confer upon the attacking 
ination even a hypothetical advantage. 

To grasp this framework and apply it, the presi 
dent ne ed not repudiate his view of the worldfbu 


rather, modify and refine it. In theory, the next 
nuclear posture we should have, as to what kinds of fcjUL^ongress might seek to bind the president to freeze 
nuclear weapons programs are compatible with that / measures by threateni ng to bloclT major sjx 


_ spendin g 

posture, and as to how’ these decisions affect the f bills until he give6 in . I hope we w3T ayegid that kind 


ets, (2) funding decisions for nuclear weapons pn> 

grams will have to be taken by Congress witho ut 
ben efit of an arms control framework; (3) new ox 
modified Soviet nuclear weapons systems will con¬ 
tinue to appear and to move toward deployment, 
and (4) public opinion, which has been inspired to 
dvubt the value of nuclear supe riority, has never list 
its repugnance forfccmceding i Pto the Sovie t Union 
by unilateral actions. ~ 

What looms ahead for Congress, therefore, is a 
protracted struggle over the future of nuclear, 
weapons, on a system-hy system basis, without 
benefit of any common framework for evaluating 


stability of the nuclear balance and prospects for of confrontation, but to do so requires the develop- 
reaching an agreement with the Soviets* ment of a blpartis^ponser^ius on the nuclear prob 

Two m onths ago, 1 joi ned with R eps. Les Aspin , lem, rather than polarization of the debate. / 
Thomas^ tkM’neyV nd (j k >el Mtrliaj tfjio inbx3uce a T he freeze resolution, which I have supported 
resdution suggesting whatTJIirsbuvErd ought to be. S s tates an ideal we are not golng to see realized jor 


The United States and the Soviet Union are 
heading toward a situation in which each will have 
the ability to menace e significant portion of the 
other’s nuclear forces; specifically, the land-based 
ICBMs, which are the most accurate and in many 
ways the premier weapons systems. 

Our response to the 1CBM vulnerability’ problem 
has been the development of two new generations of 
ballistic missiles: the MX, for deployment on land, 
and the Trident II D5, for deployment at sea Each 
will mark an increase in the number and accuracy’ of 


e ven pursued, by the p resent 


administration 


Meanwhile, Congress—and t the eountiy 
need some basis for a discriminating and, in the 
end, cathartic debate over our course of action 
Given the right outcome, we might find areas of 
agreement strong enough to put consensus, rathe’ 
than controversy, behind the president In his 
dealings with the Soviet Union. 


The writer is a Democratic representa 
tive from Tennessee. 
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